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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a Non-Final Office Action in response to the communication 
received on May 15, 2006. Claims 1, 2, 9 and 12 have been amended. Claims 1-12 
are now pending in this application. 

Response to Amendments 

2. Applicant's amendments to claims 1, 2, 9 and 12 are acknowledged. The 
amendment to claim 9 is sufficient to overcome the Claim Objections set forth in the 
previous Office Action. Therefore, the Claim Objections of claims 8 and 9 are 
withdrawn. 

Response to Arguments 

3. Applicant's arguments have been fully considered and are found persuasive. 
Accordingly, a new rejection is provided below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

4. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

5. Claims 1-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hsu 
etal. (U.S. 5,581,691). 

As per claim 1, Hsu et al. discloses in a workflow system that a plurality 
computers and a server connected to said computers are included and items are 
processed in said computers in accordance with a business process including one or 
more previously defined works, an item allocation method in said server comprising the 
steps of: 

previously providing said server with an item extraction condition table including 
an item acquisition range condition and an item selection key (col. 9, lines 1 1-35; col. 
10, lines 19-32; Figures 7 and 8; Input condition tables and output condition tables are 
used to select, or extract, certain records, if certain conditions related to those records 
are met.); 

storing in a storage of said server a plurality of items received from said plurality 
of computers (col. 4, lines 33-43; A workflow description database stores data 
representing workflow that has been defined for a plurality of computers. Additionally, a 
history database is a log record of current workflows occurring between the plurality of 
computers.); 
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receiving an item acquisition request from a computer included in said computers 
(col. 12, lines 4-7; Requests representing new workflow starts are received from the 
computers.); 

extracting an item satisfying said item acquisition range condition, based on an 
item acquisition range condition included in said received item acquisition request; 
selecting one item from among said extracted items by using said item selection key 
and information corresponding to an item selection key included in said received item 
acquisition request; and transmitting said selected one item to said computer that 
transmitted said item acquisition request (col. 6, lines 65-66; col. 8, lines 34-44; col. 9, 
lines 21-35; Figures 3 and 4; When input conditions match for a particular work/step 
type, that work/step is selected and instantiated to create a new workflow. The 
work/step is selected using Step IDs, or keys. The work/step is transmitted to a 
designated output port.). 

Hsu et al. does not expressly disclose extracting a plurality of items satisfying the 
item acquisition range condition; rather, Hsu et al. just extracts one item satisfying the 
item acquisition range condition (col. 8, lines 34-44). However, whether a plurality of 
items are extracted or one item is extracted is a matter of design choice for the system. 
Hsu et al. even discloses that the definitions for the workflows and how much work is 
included in each step of a workflow is a matter of programming choice on the part of the 
person defining the workflow (col. 5, lines 38-50). Ultimately, only one item is selected 
in both the claim and in the disclosure of Hsu et al. At the time of the invention it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art for the system of Hsu et al. to 
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extract a plurality of items satisfying the item acquisition range condition as opposed to 
selecting one item because, as disclosed by Hsu et al., the definition of the workflows 
and how they are comprised (i.e., how many work/step items they are comprised of) are 
a matter of programming choice on the part of the person defining the workflow. 
Enabling a person to view a plurality of items that satisfy a condition request to perform 
some type of work provides the person with an option to select which item they want to 
perform the desired work. Thus, by extracting a plurality of items provides a person with 
a user-friendly and enhanced workflow system. 

As per claim 4, Hsu et al. discloses an item allocation method according to claim 
1 , wherein said item selection key is a value depending upon a client program that 
operates in each of said computers (col. 4, lines 17-24 and 33-39; col. 6, lines 31-35; 
Figures 1 , 5 and 6; Each computer interconnected on the network uses a workflow 
management system to communicate workflow data to and from the workflow 
description database. The workflow description database uses tables and unique IDs, 
or keys, to identify and select data. Therefore, the selection key value must be a value 
that all the computers on the network understand.). 

As per claim 6, Hsu et al. discloses an item allocation method according to claim 
4, wherein said value depending upon a client program that operates in each of said 
computers is a thread ID of the client program, a process ID of the client program, an 
object reference acquired from the client program, or an identifier of a connection 
formed from the client program to the server at time of said item request (Figures 5-9; 
The workflow description database contains tables with IDs for Arc, Port and Flow Type 
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(i.e., thread and connection formed), Step Type (i.e., process) and Application (i.e., 
object reference).). 

As per claims 8 and 9, Hsu et al. does not expressly disclose an item allocation 
method according to claim 1, wherein said item selection key is either an IP address or 
an MAC address of each of said computers. However, Hsu et al. does disclose using 
Port IDs to identify the component and port on the computer where data signals are to 
be sent and received (col. 8, lines 1-7) as well as various unique IDs to facilitate the 
workflow management (Figures 6, 7 and 11). It is old and well known that an IP/MAC 
address is a unique number that identifies a computer on a network. Therefore, at the 
time of the invention, it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art 
for the system of Hsu et al. to use an IP/MAC address as an item selection key since 
the system of Hsu et al. already employs unique numbers as selection keys, and 
furthermore, an IP/MAC address could identify the computer from which a request is 
being made or the computer that is to process the request, which further enhances the 
workflow management process of Hsu et al. by enabling the tracking of more detailed 
information related to the workflow process. 

As per claim 10, Hsu et al. discloses an item allocation method according to 
claim 1, wherein said item allocation method is applied to each of works of a business 
process stored in the server (col. 6, lines 20-31 ; The workflow system is used to model 
and facilitate business process schemas.). 



Application/Control Number: 09/981 ,756 Page 7 

Art Unit: 3623 

Claims 2, 3, 5, 7, 1 1 and 12 recite substantially similar subject matter as claims 
1 , 4, 6 and 8-10 above. Therefore, claims 2, 3, 5, 7, 1 1 and 12 are rejected on the 
same basis as claims 1, 4, 6 and 8-10 above. 

Conclusion 

6. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

• Chandra et al. (U.S. 6,058,389) discusses a message queuing in a database 
system; 

• Ouchi (U.S. 6,170,002) discusses workflow management system that match 
objects to request criteria; 

• Ghoneimy et al. (U.S. 5,524,241) discusses tracking long-running computations 
using input/output conditions. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to C. Michelle Tarae (formerly, C. Michelle Colon) whose 
telephone number is 571-272-6727. The examiner can normally be reached Monday - 
Friday from 8:30am to 5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz, can be reached at 571-272-6729. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 



Application/Control Number: 09/981,756 



Page 8 



Art Unit: 3623 

published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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